Background: To report the results of combined chemoradiation (CCRT) with cisplatin versus carboplatin in locally advanced cervical carcinoma. Methods: From 2009 to 2013, 255 patients with stage IIB-IVA cervical carcinoma, according to FIGO staging were prospectively assigned to be treated with pelvic radiotherapy followed by brachytherapy given concurrently with cisplatin or carboplatin in the treatment of locally advanced cervical cancer. Treatment outcomes and toxicitiy were evaluated.
types of chemotherapy. One retrospective study on cisplatin versus carboplatin for concurrent chemoradiation for locally advanced cervical cancer reported carboplatin did not showed benefits over cisplatin [9] . To our knowledge, there were many published studies that reported the experiences of concurrent carboplatin [10] [11] [12] [13] [14] [15] . In our center, carboplatin has been used for patients with poor functional status or age >70 or any age with poor creatinine clearance. The question of using carboplatin in good performance status needs to be answered. We performed this observational study to evaluate prospectively the disease-related outcomes and therapy -related toxicity of cisplatin versus carboplatin in concurrent chemoradiation for patients with locally advanced cervical cancer.
Methods

Patients
Two-hundred and fifty five patients with biopsy proven cervical cancer were included in this study from February 2009 to February 2013. All enrolled cervical cancer patients were classified as IIB-IVA by FIGO clinical staging, were 18-70 years old at study entry and had a Karnofsky performance status > 70 %. All patients had normal laboratory results with hemoglobin (Hb) ≥10 g/dl, white blood count (WBC) ≥3000 cells/mm 3 , platelet count ≥ 100,000 cells/ mm 3 , serum creatinine clearance ≥50 ml/min and normal liver function tests.
Patients with a severe co-morbidity, pregnancy, previous radiotherapy, distant metastases at diagnosis or history of allergies were excluded from the study.
This study was approved by the Ethic committee of faculty of medicine, Chiang Mai University with the study code of RAD-08-12-12A-13. This study was performed in accordance with the principles of human clinical trials and the Helsinki Declaration (1975 edition and 2000 revised edition). All of the patients signed informed consent before treatment.
Radiotherapy techniques
Radiotherapy for cervical cancer in our institution is performed in concordance with the publication by Lorvidhaya et al. [16] .
Whole pelvic radiotherapy (WPRT)
All patients received WPRT to the primary tumor and pelvic lymph nodes by conventional radiotherapy to the total dose of 50 Gy in 25 fractions. After 44 Gy, central shielding was conventionally added to reduce the bladder and rectal dose. After 50 Gy, Combined chemo-radiation (CCRT)
All enrolled patients were assigned to receive cisplatin or carboplatin after study enrollment. CCRT with weekly cisplatin at a dose of 40 mg/m 2 or weekly carboplatin at a dose of area under curve (AUC) equal to 2 for a maximum of six courses was given to all patients with sufficient kidney and bone marrow function during the EBRT. For the dosing of carboplatin, glomerular filtration rate (GFR) was calculated from serum creatinine, age and body weight and the dose of AUC 2 was calculated from the GFR by using Calvert's formula [17] . The maximum dose of chemotherapy for each cycle was 70 mg of cisplatin and 200 mg of carboplatin. Complete blood counts and renal function tests (serum blood urea nitrogen and creatinine) were evaluated weekly before consideration of chemotherapy. The dose of chemotherapy was modified according to a weekly assessment of creatinine clearance prior to each applied dose. Chemotherapy was interrupted when creatinine clearance was less than 40 ml/min for cisplatin and it was stopped when creatinine clearance was less than 30 ng/ml (Fig. 1 ).
Study end point
The primary end point was overall survival rate. Other treatment results and toxicies were evacuate as secondary end point. All events were measured from the date of randomization to the date of their occurrence or the the date of the last follow-up visit. Toxicity were graded according to the Common Terminology Criterias of Adverse Events (CTCAE) version 3.0 [18] .
Follow-up program
After treatment was completed, patients were appointed to visits including vaginal examination (PV exam) in a follow-up program. The follow-up schedule included visits every 3-4 months in the first 2 years after treatment, every 6 months in the 3 rd to 5 th year and then annually after the 5 th year. A vaginal examination was performed to evaluate the disease status according to the World Health Organization (WHO) criteria [19] . Further investigations to identify disease progression were performed when indicated by clinical findings. Late toxicities were evaluated according to the Radiation Therapy Oncology Group/European Organization of Research and Treatment of Cancer (RTOG/EORTC) late toxicity criteria [20] . CTCAE version 3.0 was only used to evaluate vaginal obstruction.
Statistical analysis
Study enrollment was planned for 5 years and performed from 2009-2013. Overall survival (OS), metastasis-free survival (MFS), disease-free survival (DFS) and local control (LC) rates were evaluated using Kaplan-Meier estimates and compared using the log-rank test. Clinical and patient factors were compared using Pearson's chisquared, Mann-Whitney-U or Independent-Samples T test as appropriate. All statistical analyses were performed using the SPSS version 17.00 (IBM company software, Chicago, Illinois, USA).
Results
Patient characteristics
Forty-two patients were excluded from analysis process due to incomplete treatment schedule (31 patients) and addition of neoadjuvnat chemotherapy (11 patients). Thus, 213 patients could be evaluated. One hundred thirty seven patients received weekly cisplatin and 76 patients weekly carboplatin. In the whole group, the mean age was 52.4 years (21-70 years). The mean maximal diameter of primary lesion was 4.4 cm (2-9 cm). Stage IIB was the most common in patients (134 patients). 180 patients (84.5 %) had squamous cell carcinoma (SCCA) and the most common grade was moderately differentiated (58.7 %). The median follow-up time was 43 months (6-69 months) and the mean total treatment time was 56.5 days (34-173 days). All patient characteristics were shown in Table 1 .
Treatment results
The 3-year local control, disease-free survival, metastasisfree survival and overall survival rates were 93 %, 80.8, 85 and 87.3 %, respectively. 33 patients (15.5 %) developed distant metastasis and 18 patients (8.4 %) developed lymph node metastases. No statistical significance in terms of local control, disease-free survival, metastasis-free survival and overall survival rates was observed between the cisplatin and carboplatin cohorts. All data are detailed in Table 2 and Fig. 2 . Analyses were performed by stratification on stage IIB (135 patients) and stage IIIB (74 patients) which composed the largest populations in these groups. In stage IIB, the local control, disease-free survival, metastasisfree survival and overall survival rates were 96.3, 86.6, 88.1, and 90.3 %, respectively. In stage IIIB, the local control, disease-free survival, metastasis-free survival and overall survival rates were 89.3, 73.3, 80 and 84 %, respectively. No statistically significant difference between both study groups in terms of local control, disease-free survival and overall survival rates could be identified stratified by stage. All data of stage IIB and IIIB are shown in Table 3 
Toxicity profiles
The most common toxicities were anemia (18.8 % or 40 patients) for acute toxicity and gastrointestinal side effects (14.6 % or 31 patients) for late toxicity. In terms of acute toxicity, patients who received cisplatin developed higher rates of anemia, neutropenia and renal toxicity than the patients in the carboplatin group. No difference in thrombocytopenia, radiation dermatitis, proctitis or cystitis was observed. All data of acute toxicity are shown in Table 4 .
In terms of late toxicity, no statistically significant difference between the cisplatin and carboplatin groups for gastrointestinal, genitourinary, dermatological or vaginal toxicity was found. All data of late toxicity stratified by study group are shown in Table 5 .
Discussion
The present study reports outcomes following CCRT using carboplatin in comparison to cisplatin for locally advanced carcinoma of cervix uteri in good general [9, 21] . In stage IIB, local control, diseasefree survival, metastasis-free survival and overall survival rates between group I and group II were not statistically significant. In stage IIIB, no statistical significance in all endpoints could be observed as well.
In addition, the patient characteristics of both groups were well balanced without statistically significant differences in age, stage, maximal diameter, grade, histology, follow-up time and total treatment time although the mean age of group II (carboplatin) was slightly higher than group I (cisplatin) (53.8 years vs. 51.6 years; p = 0.051). Group II patients had a higher compliance rate (received > 4 cycles) than group I (86.8 % vs. 72.3 %; p = 0.02) and this finding matched the results of Nam et al. who showed that the numbers of received cycles of carboRT was higher than cisRT (7.5 versus 6; p < 0.001) [21] . The main difference which was found in the present study is the acute toxicity. Cisplatin significantly caused more anemia (p = 0.026), neutropenia (p = 0.044) and nephrotoxicity (p = 0.031) than carboplatin while other parameters were equal. However, no statistical significance between the two groups in terms of late dermatotoxicities, gastrointestinal toxicities, genitourinary toxicities and vaginal toxicities were observed.
Carboplatin, either in combination or as a single-agent, may offer advantages in patients aged >75 years and in Table 4 Acute toxicity of cisplatin versus carboplatin those with decreased performance status [22] . Many studies reported the use of weekly carboplatin in combination with WPRT in the treatment of locally advanced cervical cancer. When we compared the carboplatin group with other studies, it showed comparable results ( Table 6 ). This study has some limitations. Firstly, this study is observational study. This study was firstly designed as non-inferiority study. The sample size for this study is determined to compare the 5-year survival rate and at least 223 patients in each arm were required to provide at least 80 % power to be able to detect this difference in 5-year survival rate between the study arms for a two-sided test with alpha = 0.05. Unfortunately, the enrollment has problem due to poor accrual. Secondly, 42 patients had to be excluded from analysis. Eleven patients received neo-adjuvant chemotherapy and 31 patients had incomplete treatment.
Despite the mentioned limitations, this study showed similar results in terms of local control, disease-free survival, metastasis-free survival and overall survival rate in both study arms along with a better compliance rate and lower acute toxicity in terms of neutropenia and nephrotoxicity in the carboplatin cohort. This study results support the use of carboplatin in CCRT for locally advanced carcinoma of cervix uteri in patients with good general conditions. Moreover, the administration of carboplatin is generally easier than cisplatin. In our routine practice, the whole chemotherapy process per cycle lasts three hours for carboplatin versus six hours for cisplatin. In the context of a high-volume, high-workload institute, carboplatin-based CCRT is easier to manage.
Conclusions
The use of carboplatin in combination with radiation therapy is comparable to cisplatin in terms of treatment outcomes. In addition, the compliance in the carboplatin arm was better and the observed acute toxicity in terms of anemia, neutropenia and neprotoxicity was lower in the carboplatin versus cisplatin group. The present study results encourage the use of carboplatin in the treatment of locally advanced cervix carcinoma in patients with good general condition.
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